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Abstract 
This paper examines the manner by which online product information is able to change customers’ 
purchase intentions using theoretical and methodological specifications. For theorizing, we adopted 
the subjectivity/objectivity dichotomy at the epistemological level to propose quality and preferences 
as product evaluation criteria which determine the customers’ purchase intention. In validation, we 
conducted a marginal analysis to eliminate confounding effects from non-target variables by focusing 
mainly on the product information level in estimating the purchase intentions. The proposed 
hypotheses specify the different impacts of product information on the purchase intention in terms of 
the types of product and information that quality information effectively impacts on quality goods 
while preference information does not effectively impact on preference goods. A survey of 57 students 
at a major university in Korea was conducted and the results show that the hypotheses are partially 
supported through the PLS path comparison method. This study contributes to information systems 
research, not only by proposing a simple and effective framework for product information perception 
processing, but also by segregating the information impact from other confounding factors. For 
managerial implications, we suggest ‘right information for the right product’ to utilize the high 
information manipulability and low space constraint on the Web for the firm’s effective online product 
information strategy. 
 
Keywords: Product information, Purchase intention, Quality, Preference, Product type, Information 
type. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
Throughout the ten years of booming and stabilizing history of the online business, the high attention 
to the customers’ online purchase intentions has never been excessive to its strategic influence on the 
firm’s profitability (Kuan & Bock 2007, Salisbury & Pearson & Pearson & Miller 2001, Van der 
Heijden & Verhagen & Creemers 2003). To date, various studies have been conducted on a variety of 
antecedents of purchase intention, such as quality and trust (Everard & Galletta 2006), 3-D advertising 
(Li & Daugherty & Biocca 2002) and search intentions (Shim & Eastlick & Lotz & Washington 
2001). Online product information, in particular, has been given special attention due to its online-
specific high controllability (Huizingh 2000, Linden & Smith & York 2003). On the Web, a seller can 
add, edit, delete and filter the product information easily and even automatically. This high 
manipulability of product information has brought an impressive strategic potential to online business 
and has also attracted many researchers to examine the impact of product information on online 
purchase intentions (Chu & Lu 2007, Clemons & Gao & Hitt 2006, Eaton 2002). 
However, those studies examining the impact of product information on purchase intentions have 
shown a couple of limitations. Epistemologically, too diversified and specified antecedents of 
purchase intentions prevent the firm to see the situation in an integrated and systematic view. For 
firms, an integrative view on product information is necessary for the comprehensive understanding of 
online business. Methodologically, most of prior research conducts cross-sectional analyses examining 
only the given relations between product information and purchase intentions, thus lacking to present 
‘the manner’ that information actually changes the purchase intentions. We attempt to rectify these 
limitations by 1) providing a parsimonized but exhaustive perspective for identifying the antecedents 
of customers’ purchase intentions, and 2) adopting a modified marginal analysis method for validating 
the proposed hypotheses. Marginal analysis is a basic technique used in economics to analyze small 
and incremental changes in key variables and in this research, it is adapted from an empirical 
perspective. For theorization, this study adopts subjectivity/objectivity dichotomy in selecting the 
product evaluation criteria which determine the customers’ purchase intentions. In validation, we 
estimate the changes of the customers’ purchase intentions using product information differentiation. 
An analysis of the marginal impact of product information alongside the subjectivity/objectivity 
perspective effectively shows how product information changes the customers’ purchase intentions.  
The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. First, we propose a research model of quality, 
preference and purchase intention. Then, we present four hypotheses showing the different impacts of 
product information based on the types of product. Questionnaires are newly developed for the study 
and 57 undergraduate students were surveyed. With the PLS path comparison method, the hypotheses 
are partially supported and finally, academic contributions with managerial implication are discussed.  
2 THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 
The research model and hypotheses are developed in two steps. In section 2.1, we propose a customer 
purchase intention model to explain the epistemological aspect of product information impact on the 
purchase intention. In the model, we depict quality and preference for the product evaluation criteria 
and explain their relations with the purchase intention. In section 2.2, hypotheses are derived to 
specify the marginal impact of product information based on the purchase intention model. 
Information levels are differentiated for purchase intention estimation and the concepts of product 
types and information types are discussed to justify the hypotheses.  
2.1 Purchase Intention Model with Subjectivity/Objectivity Dichotomic Perspective 
The customers’ online purchase intention increases when a product is highly evaluated (Chen & 
Dubinsky 2003, Lam & Mukherjee 2005) and to evaluate, a customer examines the product based on 
the specified evaluation criteria in his/her notion. For example, “Is this product good?” or “Would I 
like this product?” These two questions are essential because they evoke the philosophical level of 
human perception and cover the two fundamental epistemological assumptions: objectivity and 
subjectivity, respectively. The first question is asking whether this product satisfies the evaluation 
criteria of objectivity. In this criterion, customers evaluate the objectively measurable attributes of the 
product such as size, length and capacity. The products are measured and assigned in orders based on 
the result of the measures. The second question is asking whether this product satisfies the evaluation 
criteria of subjectivity. In this criterion, customers evaluate the subjectively describable attributes of 
the product such as design, style and touch. But those attributes are unable to have rankings because 
they are not objectively measurable. Thus, the answer to the second question would have no consensus 
with other customers and depend wholly on the customers’ individual tastes. This 
subjectivity/objectivity dichotomy is one of the widely used philosophical epistemologies in many 
disciplines including management (Buchanan & Henig & Henig 1998, Nonaka & Peltokorpi 2006) for 
its parsimoniousness and effectiveness. Since the two concepts are mutually exclusive and collectively 
exhaustive, they prevent confusions and overlaps in the recognition (Rasiel 1999). This study adopts 
this subjectivity/objectivity dichotomic view to theorize on the product’s evaluation criteria which 
directly determines the customer’s purchase intention. We propose quality and preference each for 
objectively and subjectively evaluated criteria of a product. In the rest of the section, we explain the 
concepts and their relations with the purchase intention.   
2.1.1 Quality 
Several disciplines have developed a range of perspectives to explain quality. In operational 
management, quality is viewed as a conformance to requirements and has been described as a 
technical specification (Garvin 1984). In economics, quality is used as one of the competitive 
strategies for a firm to differentiate and is used to explain rational customers’ collective behaviour 
(Bester 1998). In marketing and organizational studies, individual biases during quality perception 
processes are highlighted (Lichtenstein & Burton 1989, Zeithaml 1988). However, all these studies 
bear one fundamental assumption: high quality is the superiority meaning innate excellence, 
unarguably desirable thus always non-arguably being pursued by all customers (Brenninkmeijer & 
VanYperen & Buunk 2000, Parasuraman & Zeithaml& Berry 1988, Perry & Signori & Boon 2004). 
This collective pursuance by the customers represents the objectivity of the quality. According to 
Parasuraman et al. (1988), quality is ‘assessing the superiority.’ And to be superior or to assess 
superiority, it first needs an objective measure. In fact, a measure itself implies that it has objectivity. 
Namely, we can derive the objectivity underlying the concept of quality.  
In management, the objectivity of quality has usually coupled been with ‘perceived quality’ 
(Lichtenstein & Burton 1989, Zeithaml 1988). Those studies focus on the possible biases during the 
quality perception process and on reducing the biases rather than on the underlying objectivity of the 
quality. Research focusing on the objectivity of quality has been more often found in the field of 
economics. Economists define the quality as a measure for objective rankings among the products and 
develop the concept of vertical differentiation, i.e., differentiated by quality. Quality satisfies the 
consensus from the customers about the rankings among the products (Degryse 1996), and based on 
that, economists have studied about the firm’s strategy, customer behaviours and following market 
structures (Cremer & Thisse 1991, Tremblay & Polasky 2002). These studies aimed to investigate the 
role of quality by analyzing what happens in the market as a result of quality competition, rather than 
describing the quality itself.  
To operationalize the quality in this paper, we emphasize the commonly pursued objectivity as a 
fundamental assumption to assess the superiority in which all the disciplines and perspectives. From 
this, we define quality as an objectively measurable ranking-based attribute inherent in the product, 
which is not opposed to the others’ definitions but is unique in it. In natural terms, quality is whether 
the product is thought to be good by the others. Because high quality results in the high product 
evaluation, accordingly, it is followed by the high purchase intentions.  
2.1.2 Preference 
Products have many attributes that cannot be objectively measured. For example, we cannot measure 
the product’s style, design, and colour because there is no consensus of superiorities among these 
categories. Clearly, however, some people prefer red shoes over yellow ones while many others do 
not. We conceptualize preference based on these different standards on how they evaluate and prefer 
the shoes with difference colours. 
Since people have diverse preferences, we can recognize his/her preference only when his/her action is 
revealed. As a result, most prior research about preference in management has been declined based on 
the perspective behaviour and should be viewed simply as the action of choice resulting from 
exogenous stimulus (Bell & Lattin 1998, Devaraj & Fan & Kohli 2002, Keen & Wetzels & Ruyter & 
Feinberg 2002). They adopt the concept to explain individual reactions that resulted under the same 
situation but missed the considerations of the psychological aspect of those actions. 
While managerial perspectives focus on the actions of customers, economic perspectives emphasize 
the underlying assumptions in preferences. To explain personalities or individually different actions, 
Hotelling (1929) introduces the concept of horizontal differentiation. In his work, as a measure of 
horizontal differentiation, he proposes the assumption that no two people has the same taste and 
therefore, preferences determining the individual actions are different, as well. Likewise, in a 
horizontally differentiated market, consumers have no consensus of rankings among products based on 
their willingness-to-pay (Degryse 1996). Thus, they have different preferences even when there is no 
quality difference (Tremblay & Polasky 2002).  
Quality and preference are conceptually exclusive, but empirically related. A product’s quality is 
determined when it is produced and not easily changed unless it is critically damaged or transformed 
while preference of the individual for a product or service changes at times (Heilman & Bowman & 
Wright 2000) and it is continuously influenced by outside stimuli such as satisfaction, quality and cost 
(Devaraj & Fan & Kohli 2002) as well as physical and psychological features of the product (Cobb-
Walgren & Ruble & Donthu 1995). In this study, we argue that since quality is perceived as an 
exogenously given attribute to the customer, preference is dynamically influenced by the quality. 
Therefore, we propose that when the customer perceives the high quality for the product, his 
preference for the product will increase.  
To define in sum, preference is the subjective judgment about the product quality based on his/her 
individual taste, which results in the intentions of actions to purchase the product. Ultimately, 
preference is about whether the customer likes the product or not. And if the customer’s preference on 
the product increases, his/her evaluation on the product and its purchase intentions will increase. 
2.2 The Impact of Product Information and Product Types 
In this section, we hypothesize how the increased product information changes the customers’ 
purchase intention and the relations with quality and preference. Prior to the discussion of these 
matters, the types of product and information are explained to understand their different impacts on 
quality, preference and purchase intention. Subsequently, we discuss the impact of product 
information with two different situations respectively, buying quality goods and preference goods.  
The impacts of product information on the purchase intention are different based on the product types. 
If the product is evaluated more importantly by the quality, we can say that they are quality goods. If 
the product is evaluated more importantly by the preference, they can be called preference goods. For 
instance, if you buy a book, your preference is more important than the quality. You carefully examine 
the style, storylines and authors of the book, which can not be measured objectively. In contrast, when 
you buy a copy machine, objectively measurable attributes such as copy speed, durability and 
warranty would be more important evaluation criteria than subjective attributes such as design and 
colour, among others. In reality, many products are evaluated based on quality and preference. For 
example, a 19-inch Samsung TV is evaluated based on quality when it is compared with a 17-inch 
Samsung TV. However, it may likewise be preference goods when it is compared with a 19–inch Sony 
TV. Width is objectively measurable whereas brand is not. In this case, it is not easy to decide which 
attribute is more important.  
On the Web, firms provide various types of product information, e.g., size of clothes, nationality of the 
book author, among others. They are categorized into two based on the objectivity of the information. 
If the information provides objectively measurable attributes of the product, it is quality information 
and if the information presents subjectively describable attributes, it is preference information. The 
examples of quality information are size, quantity, capacity, ranking, and the examples of preference 
information are colour, style, design. One unit of information may carry both quality and preference 
information. For example, brands can be both quality and preference information because Nike may be 
superior to the unknown brands but it is difficult to be objectively superior to Adidas.  
2.2.1 When buying Quality goods 
When a customer is buying quality goods such as a copy machine, if the positive product information 
such as faster copying speed, longer warrantee and the upgraded design is provided, how would he 
react to it? Since he is concerned with quality of the product more than his individual preference, he 
would look more for quality information than preference information. After he recognizes the 
increased quality information, his evaluation on the quality of the product would increase because the 
information he received was reliable.  
The reliability of the information is supported by the inherent objectivity of the information, which 
causes little possibility of misunderstanding or suspiciousness between the parties. For example, a 
seller can not lie or exaggerate about the width of a TV because width is an objective standard, 
although he can exaggerate about the style of a book because it is a very subjective concept. 
Therefore, from the available information about quality goods, a customer knows exactly what he will 
be getting if he purchases it. 
Once the customer was assured about the quality of the products, the impact of quality on purchase 
intentions decreases because he now considers other factors like preferences more importantly. At this 
point, it is important to distinguish the impacts of quality on purchase intention from the evaluation on 
quality. The higher the customer evaluates the quality of the product, the less the product quality 
affects his purchase decision due to the increased relief about the quality. Dependency or the impact of 
the variable is decided by its importance and the increased relief makes the customer be concerned 
with other factors besides quality. 
On the other hand, when evaluating preferences, the customer does not sensitively respond to the 
increased preference information since the customer is not very concerned with the preference of the 
product. When he buys a copy machine, the upgraded design does not have much impact on his 
decision making against the duration of the warranty. Thus, his evaluation on the preference of the 
product does not change much compared to its impact on purchase intentions. From this explanation, 
we hypothesize that: 
 
H1: In quality goods, as positive product information increases, the impacts of quality on (a) 
customer purchase intention and (b) preference decrease 
H2: In quality goods, as positive product information increases, the impact of preference on 
customer purchase intentions does not change 
2.2.2 When buying Preference goods 
The same rationale from the purchase of quality goods can be applied to buying preference goods. 
Since the customer is concerned with his preference for the product and not with its quality, he does 
not sensitively react to quality information such as the size and the weight of a book. Therefore, his 
evaluation on the quality of the product will not change much against its impact on purchase intentions 
when the positive product information is added.  
Likewise, customers directly respond to the preference information of a book such as customer 
reviews and the reputations of the author. However, even after he recognizes the increased preference 
information, his evaluation of his preference for the book does not directly increase because of the low 
reliability of the preference information. Due to the assumption that individuals’ preferences are 
diversified, opinions from other customers or sellers about the products are not always identically 
applied to the customer. Increased preference information like positive customer reviews does not 
guarantee that the book will also increase the preference of the customer who reads the reviews. In 
other words, even though many other customers may think that this book is interesting, it is not 
unusual that the customer may feel differently.  
Therefore, after recognizing the increased preference information about a book, a customer who is 
aware of the subjectivity assumption becomes more defensive to the information because he should 
find the preference information which would best fit to his preference among those increased 
information and be more careful in their examination to evaluate the preference of the product. For 
example, when there is only a couple of customer reviews about a book, he plainly reads the reviews 
and decides to buy it or not. When there are more than fifty reviews for a book with various opinions, 
he becomes more serious and careful to find the information fitting his preference.  
During the process, his dependency of the preference evaluation on purchase decision will increase 
because now he pays more attention to evaluate his preferences regarding the product. Increase in the 
amount of preference information increases the concerns to the preference, and eventually increases 
the impact of preference on making a purchase decision. This leads to the following hypotheses:  
 
H3: In preference goods, as positive product information increases, the impacts of quality on (a) 
customer purchase intentions and (b) preference do not change  
H4: In preference goods, as positive product information increases, the impacts of preference on 
customer purchase intentions increases 
 
The discussions about the four hypotheses are presented in Table 1. 
 
Type Information firms provide 
Information 
customers seek 
Information 
reliability 
Customer Response to 
positive information Hypotheses 
When buying quality goods     
 Quality Info O O O More “relieved”  
about quality H1 
 Preference Info O X - No response H2 
When buying preference goods     
 Quality Info O X - No response H3 
 Preference Info O O X More “concerned”  
about preference H4 
Table 1.  Consumer response mechanism to product information 
3 SURVEY DESIGN 
We designed a paper-based survey to validate the proposed hypotheses. First, we developed measures 
for quality, preference and purchase intention. We then selected one quality goods and one preference 
goods in the context of online shopping, and presented them to the respondents with different product 
information levels. After showing the products, we asked the respondents their perceptions on quality, 
preference, and purchase intention. Details of the survey process are presented in sections 3.1 and 3.2. 
3.1 Item Development 
Due to the lack of items developed in prior literature regarding quality and preference, we developed 
an original measure for items using the simplified card sorting method (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). For 
the content-validity, we referred to the literature from the fields of management and economics, and 
derived eight and nine candidates in a form of nouns and verbs (Table 2). We then prepared 3 by 5-
inch cards, each containing one word from the table, and asked ten graduate students in one major 
university in Korea who major in information systems to sort the cards in the order of the meaning 
closest to quality and preference respectively. For the construct validity, we fully explained subjects 
about the original concepts of both quality and preference used in the research, but did not directly 
mention the words quality and preference to avoid construct biases.  
For the next pilot study, top five and six words from the first study were selected and converted to ull 
sentences such as “I would prefer this product,” and “this product would work well.” Then, we asked 
15 graduate students at the same school to select the sentences with an isolated meaning from the 
others. After the pilot test, four items for each quality and preference were finalized for the main 
survey. For the purchase intentions, we selected three question items referring from the literatures.  (A 
full version of our questionnaire will be provided upon request to the authors.) 
 
Quality  Preference 
Perform well Durable No worry to use  Like Interest Choose 
Work well High quality No error  Prefer Important Enjoy 
Reliable to use Recommendable   Fit my Taste Meaningful Happy 
Underlined words: selected for pilot study; Bolded words: selected for survey 
Table 2.  Item lists for quality and preference 
3.2 Experiment Design 
For the main experimental survey, we select Windows Vista for quality goods and New Movie for 
preference goods. Windows Vista is differentiated by quality in the MS Windows series and is 
purchased by the customer when it is perceived to have a higher quality than Windows XP or the other 
older versions. New Movie before the release is differentiated by preference from other movies and the 
ticket is sold when the customer personally likes its storylines, plot, and actors. 
We prepare two types of product information for one product: a product with non-positive information 
and with positive information. Non-positive information includes the small picture of the product, 
price, name and low customer rating (3.0/10.0). On the other hand, positive information includes the 
large picture of product with high resolution, high customer rating (8.0/10.0) and the lengthy product 
explanation with high-tech function description, specification, warrantee, attractive storyline, director 
information, and awards in movie festivals. As a result, in one survey sheet, we have four cases:  
Case 1: Windows Vista with non-positive product information 
Case 2: Windows Vista with positive product information 
Case 3: New Movie with non-positive product information 
Case 4: New Movie with positive product information 
Each case has 11 questions (four each for quality and preference and three for purchase intention) and 
10 demographic questions so the one set of survey has 54 questionnaires in total.  
4 HYPOTHESES TEST 
4.1 Descriptive Analysis  
57 undergraduate students in the same university participated in the survey in June 22, 2007. The 
survey conductor explained the contents of the survey so the subjects fully understand the purpose of 
the questions. We eliminated the subjects who were already in the use of Windows VISTA to avoid 
preconception and confirmed all the subjects never seen the movie in the questions. For total of 54 
questions, 7 minutes were taken for explanation and 25 minutes were given for answering the 
questionnaire so the subjects can have sufficient time to fill out the survey form. To control the general 
attitude problem on the online shopping, we examined whether all the respondents have experienced 
online shopping. Their average shopping experience period is 3.7 years and 1.7 times per month. The 
descriptive profile of the respondents is presented in table 3.  
 
Gender No. %  Do you have online shopping experience? Yes: 57 No: 0 
 Male 21 37  If yes, average shopping history 3.7 years 
 Female 36 63  If yes, average shopping frequency 1.7/ month 
 Total 57 100  The last time shopped No. of Respondents 
     Within a month 40 
Age  Year   1-6 month ago 13 
 Average 23.2   7-12 month ago 1 
  Max 35   More than a year ago 3 
  Min 20   total 57 
Table 3.  Descriptive profile of the respondents 
4.2 PLS Path Comparison Analysis 
Since we developed new measure items for quality and preference, their validity and reliability were 
carefully examined. Results of factor analyses and reliability test show adequate level of significance, 
as shown in table 4. 
(a) Factor Analysis 
Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Items C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3 C1 C2 C3 
Q1 0.16 0.86 0.22 0.18 0.79 0.35 0.88 0.28 0.27 0.83 0.21 0.38 
Q2 0.38 0.79 0.29 0.27 0.88 0.15 0.81 0.29 0.40 0.78 0.43 0.21 
Q3 0.29 0.84 0.25 0.28 0.86 0.15 0.82 0.36 0.31 0.80 0.35 0.30 
Q4 0.45 0.71 0.30 0.15 0.85 0.37 0.78 0.45 0.31 0.77 0.40 0.30 
Q5 0.76 0.39 0.37 0.88 0.27 0.25 0.40 0.77 0.38 0.35 0.79 0.42 
Q6 0.80 0.37 0.40 0.86 0.30 0.24 0.38 0.81 0.31 0.39 0.82 0.34 
Q7 0.75 0.29 0.42 0.90 0.20 0.27 0.27 0.82 0.38 0.42 0.70 0.29 
Q8 0.84 0.27 0.33 0.89 0.17 0.34 0.36 0.80 0.34 0.34 0.71 0.52 
Q9 0.41 0.38 0.75 0.50 0.30 0.76 0.37 0.43 0.76 0.33 0.42 0.81 
Q10 0.38 0.34 0.80 0.28 0.46 0.79 0.39 0.41 0.78 0.37 0.32 0.82 
Q11 0.40 0.24 0.83 0.45 0.27 0.82 0.41 0.45 0.75 0.36 0.57 0.68 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis; Rotation Method:  
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 
(b) Reliability test 
Cronbach’s Alpha Intra-Class Correlation Coefficient Variables Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 
Quality 0.92 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.75 0.77 0.87 0.79 
Preference 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.84 0.87 0.85 0.82 
Purchase Intention 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.87 
Table 4.  Results of factor analysis and reliability test 
For the hypotheses test, we used PLS path comparison. Among four hypotheses, H1 and H4 have the 
form of typical alternative hypotheses, H1, while H2 and H3 have the form of null hypotheses, H0. To 
validate H1, we use PLS path comparison method and estimate t-value to see the significance level. 
Statistical interpretation of this process was to evaluate whether we could or could not reject H0. To 
validate H0, we also estimated t-value and saw whether we could or could not reject H0. In this case, 
we indirectly estimated the statistical significance level. As shown in the table 5 and figure 1, the 
result shows that H1 is partially supported, H2 and H3 are supported, and H4 is not supported. 
 
Figure 1. PLS analyses result 
 
 
Testing 
Hypotheses  t-value Result Interpret 
If positive product information is added,     
In quality goods,     
 
 H1a Impact of quality on purchase intention will decrease H1 -0.26 
Can not  
reject H0 
Not  
supported 
 
 H1b Impact of quality on preference will decrease H1 2.03 
Can  
reject H0 Supported 
 
 H2 Impact of preference on purchase intention will not change H0 -0.76 
Can not  
reject H0 Supported 
In preference goods,     
 
 H3a Impact of quality on purchase intention will not change H0 0.81 
Can not  
reject H0 Supported 
 
 H3b Impact of quality on preference will not change H0 -0.39 
Can not  
reject H0 Supported 
 
 H4 Impact of preference on purchase intention will increase H1 -0.76 
Can not  
reject H0 
Not  
supported 
Table 5. Hypotheses test result 
5 CONCLUSION 
5.1 Summary and Findings 
This paper shows how the online product information changes the customer’s purchase intention with 
the epistemological and methodological specifications. In theorization, we propose quality and 
preference as product evaluation criteria which determine the customers’ purchase intention to cover 
the subjectively- and objectively-evaluated attributes of the product. From the subjectivity/objectivity 
dichotomic perspective, quality is the objectively measurable ranking-based attribute inherent in the 
product and preference is the subjective judgment about the product quality based on his individual 
taste. These affect the results of the intention of the action to purchase the product. These two 
variables are both positively associated with customers’ online purchase intention. Quality is also 
positively associated with preference. In validation, we differentiate the level of product information 
to estimate its marginal impact of product information. Since the impacts of product information on 
quality, preference and purchase intention are different between product types, we hypotheses that in 
quality goods, the positive product information decreases the impact of quality on purchase intention 
and preference (H1) while the information does not change the impact of preference on purchase 
intention (H2) and in preference goods, the positive product information does not change the impact of 
quality on purchase intention and preference (H3) while it increases the impact of preference on 
purchase intention (H4). For the survey, items for quality and preference are newly developed and 
Windows Vista and new movie are selected as target products. Positive product information provided 
with the products includes higher customer rating, longer product description and larger picture of the 
product. The survey is answered by 57 undergraduate students and as a result, hypotheses are partially 
supported through the PLS path comparison method.  
5.2 Limitations and Future Research 
Firstly, this research adopted a paper-based survey method to test online purchase intentions. Even 
though we have sufficiently explained the research objective to the subjects, contextual limitation may 
exist such as paper size and visuality. Secondly, a relatively small sample size may result in the low t-
values in path comparison processes. In similar studies of path comparison, over five hundred (Keil & 
Tan & Wei & Saarinen & Tuunainen & Wassenaar 2000) and one hundred fifty (Haines & Leonard 
2007) subjects were used. Compared to these published papers, our sample size may not be sufficient 
for path comparison. Lastly, we mention the relatively high R square value which might be caused by 
the high-controls during the survey. To avoid attitude biases on product types and its price, we asked 
subjects to be generally positive to buy the product and not to consider price. These explanations may 
lead them to highly focus on the purchasing and eventually generate the high R square value.  
To supplement these limitations, we can suggest some possible future research directions. First, it is 
necessary to conduct an econometric analysis using real sales about quality and preferences goods data 
from online shopping malls. A large scale econometric analysis about the relations among sales 
records, product category and information will strengthen the actualities of the theory and the results 
proposed in this research. Second, in addition to the product information, there are other important 
factors that influence the customers’ purchase intention in online shopping. Also, it could be an 
interesting research to identify key antecedents that generate positive or negative product information. 
5.3 Academic Contribution and Managerial Implications 
This study addresses two academic contributions. First, it provides an effective and efficient 
framework for product information perception processing by adopting subjectivity/objectivity 
dichotomy. The framework is simple: it has only two criteria for product evaluation and includes an 
exhaustive list to cover most product information types on the Web. For the firm’s perspective, this 
dichotomic view is especially effective because of the high information controllability online. Second, 
it technically separates the impact of product information from other confounding factors by adopting 
the marginal analysis method. This method compensates the generic limitation in cross-sectional 
analysis by segregating the impact and is more efficient than longitudinal study in terms of time and 
cost.  
We suggest one managerial implication from the finding: The right information for the right product. 
From the hypotheses, we show that product information impacts purchase intention differently based 
on the types of product and information available. Quality information effectively impacts on quality 
goods while preference information does not effectively impact on preference goods. For sellers, 
knowing and positioning the type of the product should be the most important strategic concern when 
selling products online. The Web is high with potential in information control and low with time-and-
space constraints. However, high manipulability as well as low constraint of the Web would be wasted 
without and effective and efficient strategy. In this regard, this research provides the guidelines for a 
firm to effectively manage their product information on the Web with theoretical foundation.  
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